introduced a measure for the motives students have for communicating with their instructors. The purpose of this study was to further examine students' motives for communicating in the classroom and to further refine this measure. Additionally, measures of affective and cognitive learning were used to establish validity for the new measure. The five motives students use to communicate with their instructors were relational, functional, excuse, participation, and sycophancy. Subjects were 259 students enrolled in introductory communication courses. Analyses resulted in a revised 30-item, five factor (six items per factor) measure. The motives of relate, functional, and participation tended to be positively correlated with learning while there were no significant relationships between excuse and sycophancy with learning. Contains 76 references and 2 tables of data.
contributions the paradigm has made to teacher effectiveness research, he encouraged researchers to pull away from examining teaching as a static and linear process. According to Nussbaum, "researchers continue to look for the 'golden cause' of student achievement as if there exists one teacher behavior that, if performed, will 'cure' bad teaching. The circular nature of teacherstudent interaction has not entered into the research" (p. 178).
The influence of the process-product paradigm is evidenced in the paucity of research that has examined the communication behaviors of students and subsequent outcomes. This is surprising, given that student communication behaviors affect classroom climate and the development of student-instructor relationships. Instructors' perceptions of students' nonverbal h > responsiveness Y s been shown to be positively related to instructors' perceptions of their students, teaching effectiveness, teaching satisfaction, and quality of instructor-student 4 interpersonal relationships (Mottet, 1998) . Furthermore, because students' relationships with their instructors are related to instructor evaluations (Cooper, Stewart, & Gudykunst, 1982) and because instructors are aware that increased student-instructor interaction usually results in more favorable evaluations (Wilson, Woods, & Gaff, 1974) , it would seem plausible that the study of student communication behaviors, and in particular student motivation to communicate, would be more plentiful.
Research conducted on student motivation to communicate with instructors has been largely confined to the area of student questions. Students ask a variety of questions in the classroom (Good, Slayings, Hard, & Emerson, 1987; Pearson & West, 1991; West & Pearson, 1994) , but their tendency to ask questions is hampered if they believe the instructor is unwilling to respond (van der Meij, 1989) or if they think the instructor has already covered the topic (Good, 1981) . Students are able to provide instructors with clues that indicate a lack of comprehension (Darling, 1989) by requesting help, requesting additional information, or by checking a point of view (Kendrick, 1987; Kendrick & Darling, 1990) . In most cases, students motivation to communicate via asking questions is related to purposes of clarification and inquiring about classroom procedures (Darling, 1989; Pearson & West, 1991; West & Pearson, 1994) .
Believing that there may be other reasons why students are motivated to communicate with their instructors, Martin, Myers, and Mottet (1999) demonstrate to their instructors that they are interested in the class and they understand the material. The fifth reason is to get on the instructor's good side, Sycophancy. Some students report that they communicate in order to make a favorable impression, communicating in a way that they know the instructor will approve. Martin et al. (1999) found that students who communicated with their instructor more often in general communicated more with their instructors to relate and participate. The students who communicated for the interpersonal communication motive of control tended to communicate more in excuse making, participation, and sycophancy. Students' motivation about school was positively related to the communication reasons of relational, functional, and participation. Additionally, students' belief in an internal locus of control was positively related across situations, they also added that people might also have other reasons why they communicate in a given context, such as a classroom. Based on this belief, Martin, Myers, and Mottet (1998) investigated why students at the university level communicate with their instructors. The following sections briefly review student learning. Student Learning Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia's (1964) taxonomy of affective learning and Bloom's (1956) taxonomy of cognitive learning have been the dominant conceptualizations of student learning used by instructional communication researchers for over the past two decades (Hurt, 7 Scott, & McCroskey, 1978; Richmond & McCroskey, 1992) . A third domain, behavioral or psychomotor learning, also exists in the educational psychology literature however this domain of learning has received less attention primarily since instructional communication researchers have been working with college samples where course content remains more cognitive than behavioral.
Affective learning. Krathwohl et al. (1964) definyithe affective domain of learning as "the (learning) objectives which emphasize a feeling or tone, an emotion or degree of acceptance or rejection" (p. 7). Affective learning is concerned with students' attitudes, beliefs, and values that relate to the knowledge and psychomotor skills they have acquired (McCroskey, 1992) , and occurs when students internalize positive attitudes toward the content or subject matter (Kearney, 1994) .
Similar to Bloom's (1956) original conceptualization of cognitive learning, the affective learning domain is arranged in a hierarchy including lower to higher level learning objectives.
The lowest level is receiving and this level is characterized by a student's willingness to receive information and selectively attend to information. The second level is responding. Students being willing to respond to new information and being satisfied in their responding characterize this level. The third level is valuing where students demonstrate an acceptance of a value or show a preference for a value. The fourth level is organization. This level deals with the conceptualization of values and their integration into a value system. The fifth, and highest level, is characterized by a complex value. Students internalizing their acquired attitudes, beliefs, and values characterize higher level affective learning. This internalized affective condition becomes habituated and part of the student's operating system and remains consistent with one's "total philosophy or world view" (Krathwohl et al., 1964) .
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 8 Krathwohl and his associates suggested that all higher levels of cognitive learning have an affective component and that teachers use both cognitive and affective learning goals simultaneously and interchangeably. In short, students use an affective goal as a means of achieving a cognitive one and vice-versa. Research has shown that if students acquire a positive affect toward school and/or a particular subject area, their affect serves not only as a motivational catalyst in achieving higher levels of cognitive learning, but also to self-directed learning (Christophel, 1990; Frymier, 1994; Rodriguez, Plax, & Kearney, 1996) . Again, numerous studies have examined the relationships between instructor communication and student affective learning, but little research has examined the relationships between student communication and affective learning.
Cognitive learning. The cognitive domain of learning is concerned with the process of acquiring knowledge. According to Bloom (1956) , cognitive learning is demonstrated by knowledge recall and various intellectual skills including comprehending information, organizing ideas, analyzing and synthesizing data, applying knowledge, choosing among alternatives in problem-solving, and evaluating ideas or action. This domain of learning is arranged from lower to higher order cognitive abilities including knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Knowledge refers to the recall and recognition of information. Comprehension refers to description and explanation of information. Application refers to demonstrating and applying information. Analysis refers to analyzing and criticizing information whereas synthesizing refers to arranging and assembling information. Finally, evaluation refers to appraising and judging information.
Measuring cognitive learning, however, has been more problematic. In the past, 
Procedure
Students were instructed to complete a questionnaire that dealt with the course and the instructor that they had immediately before the class that they were currently attending. The questionnaire included measures of affective learning, cognitive learning, and motives for communicating with instructors.
Instruments
In the first study involving motives for communicating with instructor, Martin, Myers, and Mottet (1998) presented a 24-item measure that identified five different motives. One purpose of this study was to develop more items for several of those subscales with the hope of identifying six items for each of the five dimensions. Thus, 19 additional items were added to the original 24. Students were asked to rate on a Likert-type scale, from exactly like me (5) Andersen (1979) , reflects the total domain of affective learning as posited by Krathwohl et al. (1964) . The revised measure consists of ten affect constructs, each including four, seven-step bipolar scales. This measure includes three sub-scales including course affect, instructor affect, and selectivity. The means, standard deviations, and coefficient alphas for the subscales were: course affect (M = 4.61, SD = 1.53, a = .97), teacher affect (M = 5.10, SD = 1.79, a = .96), and selectivity (M = 5.82, SD = 1.16, a = .91).
Similar to other studies examining learning, cognitive learning was measured using one item. Students were asked to rate from zero to nine how much they had learned in the class immediately preceding the current class. The mean score for this item was 5.97 (SD = 1.93).
Results
Both research questions were investigated using two-tailed Pearson correlations. The correlations between the five motives with affective and cognitive learning are given in Table 2 . Table 2 about here   12 Research Question One was interested in the relationship between reasons for talking with instructors and affective learning. Course affect was significantly related to the motives of relate (r = .21, p < .01), functional (J: = .23, p < .01), and participation (I = .24, p < .01). Teacher affect was significantly related to the motives of relate (r = .17, p < .01) and functional (r = .15, p < .01). Selectivity was not significantly related to any of the five motives.
Research Question Two was interested in the relationship between reasons for talking with instructors and cognitive learning. Cognitive learning was significantly related to the motives of relate (r = .18, p < .01), functional (r = .24, p < .01), and participation (r = .16, p < .01).
Discussion
The primary purpose of this investigation was to examine the relationship between student motivation to communicate with their instructors and their reports of their affective and cognitive learning. The secondary purpose of this study was to establish reliability and validity of the Student Communication Motives Scale (SCMS) as developed by Martin et al. (1999) .
Generally, it was found that (a) relationships exist between particular student motives for communicating and student learning and (b) the SCMS can be considered a reliable and valid measure.
Three conclusions can be drawn regarding the primary purpose of this investigation. The first is that students who report higher amounts of affect toward the course, as well as higher , dr-04 amounts of perceived cognitive learning, report being motivated to communicate with their 4* instructors for reasons to relate, for functional reasons, and to participate. On the surface, this finding is not altogether surprising. When students report communicating with their instructors in order to better understand the course and its requirements, students report learning more in class.
13
Previous research has established that a relationship exists between student learning and instructor self-disclosure (Sorensen, 1989) , instructor clarity (Side linger & McCroskey, 1997), instructor verbal receptivity (Robinson, 1993) , instructor effectiveness (Gorham & Zakahi, 1990) , and instructor verbal immediacy (Gorham, 1988) . However, these previous studies, among others, have examined student perceptions of instructor behaviors rather than their own behaviors. In this case, students who are motivated to communicate with their instructors report that they learn more about the teacher, course content and expectations are clarified, and they appear involved in classroom interaction. Perhaps by being proactive in their communication with their instructors, students feel more secure in their orientation toward the class and subsequently report higher levels of learning.
Moreover, students who are motivated to communicate in order to relate and participate report higher levels of affect toward the instructor. What this finding suggests is that when students learn more about their instructor, they feel compelled to communicate in return. It is no secret that instructors talk about themselves, their families, their feelings, and their ideas in class Nussbaum, Comadena, & Holladay, 1987) ; however, students do differentiate between "good" and "bad" instructors on the basis of their self-disclosure (Sorensen, 1989) . Perhaps students are motivated to engage in interaction when their instructors self-disclose, which leads to a greater amount of affect experienced toward the instructor.
Along the same lines, students may experience higher levels of solidarity and homophily when they are motivated to communicate with their instructors. Future research needs to explore this possibility. For example, Frymier and Houser (1998) found that when instructors are perceived to engage in a variety of functional communication skills--skills normally associated with friendship Westmyer & Myers, 1996 )--students not only report higher amounts of learning, but they rate instructors use of functional communication skills as being important. For some students, the instructor-student relationship may parallel other forms of intimate relationships, such as friendships. When students discover confirming, prosocial characteristics in their instructors, they may naturally report a higher affinity with them. And as Myers and Horvath (1997) discovered, students report higher amounts of affective learning when teachers engage in human behaviors (i.e., being open, friendly, relaxed) and higher amounts of cognitive learning when teachers engage in both human and authority behaviors (i.e., being precise, dominant).
The second conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that student selectivity is not related in any way with their motivation to communicate with their instructors. That is, student attendance and/or paying attention in class may not be indicative of either their desire or need to communicate with their instructors. And for some students, selectivity may be independent of their need to communicate. It is possible to do well for instance, in some college courses without ever having to attend class or engage in class discussion. At the same time, student communication characteristics (e.g., communication competence, communication apprehension) may affect their motivation to communicate with their instructors, but not affect their attendance record or any concerted effort to pay attention in class. In any case, student selectivity is not related to their motivation to communicate with their instructors. Although this finding may appear disheartening, it may explain why some students choose not to communicate with their instructors. This finding may also be indicative of the "student as consumer" metaphor that is currently pervasive within higher education (McMillan & Cheney, 1996) . That is, students who are paying for their educations may deem it is their right not to communicate with their instructors as well as affecting their decision whether to attend class and/or pay attention.
The third conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that the students' motives of sycophancy and excuse making were not significantly related with their perceptions of affective and cognitive learning. What this finding implies is that students who engage in the use of these motives may be well aware that sycophancy and excuse making are detractions from the learning experience. Simonds (1997) found that students engage in particular behaviors that are destructive to the classroom environment, which she termed "challenge behavior." Perhaps a relationship exists between student motivation to communicate with their instructor and their tendency to engage in challenge behavior. This contention echoes the finding advanced by , who found that students who communicate for control tend to communicate more for excuse making and sycophancy. In addition, while the other three motives (i.e., relate, functional, participate) appear to be identified with prosocial classroom behaviors, these two motives deal with (a) communication that takes place to save face and (b) communication intended to improve one's image. Neither of these motives appear to directly reflect on learning, either positively or negatively. Other classroom factors, such as attendance and final grade, might be more likely to be related to the motives of sycophancy and excuse making rather than the selfreport measures of affective and cognitive learning. Furthermore, it is possible that when students are motivated to communicate with their instructors for purposes of excuse making and sycophancy, they may not be concerned with learning in the first place.
The secondary purpose of this investigation was to examine the reliability and validity of the SCMS. To accomplish this task, 19 items were added to the original 24 items used in the previous version (Martin et al., 1999) . Similar to the initial study, five factors emerged: relate, functional, sycophancy, excuse, and participation, but each factor now has six items. Items generally remained the same for four of the five factors; the items in the relational and functional subscales are the same items as reported by Martin et al. (1999) ; the participation and the excusemaking subscales now each have six items. Moreover, reliabilities for each of the five factors ranged from .86 to .90, which is parallel to the reliabilities reported by Martin et al. (1999) .
The six items in the sycophancy subscale are all new, and arguably, a truer representation of sycophancy. In the original scale, items in the sycophancy scale included "to ear brownie points" and to "brown nose." While these items reflect the idea of sycophancy, students might also have found these responses to be socially desirable. The six current items are: to pretend I'm interested in the course, to give the instructor the impression that I like him/her, to give the impression that I think the instructor is an effective teacher, to give the impression that I'm learning a lot from the instructor, to give the impression that I'm interested in the course content, and to get special permission/privileges not granted to all students. These items appear to have greater face validity for the motive of sycophancy.
Future research may consider whether student motivation to communicate plays a role in instructor-student out-of-class (OOC) interaction. Although researchers have found that instructor-student OOC interaction does not occur on a frequent basis, it appears as if it is the same students who regularly interact with instructors in the classroom (Fusani, 1994; Nadler & Nadler, 1995 . Thus, it might prove interesting to examine the motivation that underlies such interaction. At the same time, classroom contextual and structural variables may also affect student motivation to communicate with their instructors. Gorham and Christophel (1992) reported that students indicate higher levels of motivation when they have the opportunity to participate in class discussion and if they receive feedback from their instructors. Perhaps instructor communication behaviors, or their communicator style, are related to student motivation to communicate.
In sum, the results of this study indicate that not only are students motivated to communicate with their instructors, but that their motivation is related to perceptions of their affective and cognitive learning. Through interaction with their instructors, it is not only possible for students to increase their own learning, but instructors may also heighten student participation in classroom instruction by recognizing that students are motivated to communicate in order to relate, to participate, or to gain needed information. At the same time, the results indicate that students are motivated to communicate with their instructors for reasons other than simply asking questions. Moreover, the establishment of the SCMS now makes it possible to gain the student perspective on student-instructor interaction by introducing a reliable, valid instrument that measures student motivation to communicate with their instructors. Note. Factor 1 = relational. Factor 2 = functional. Factor 3 = sycophancy. Factor 4 = excusemaking. Factor 5 = participation.
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